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A, INTRODUCTION , .
In Brown v. The Board of Education of Topeka (1954) the issues were
constitutional’, mora] and philosophical rather than educational. The-

question in Brown was whether segregation itself deprives Black children
~ of equal opportunity. A major theme of more than 25 years of federal
court decisiong has been that the courts' function is to end racial iso-
lation and it is the respon51b111ty of educators[and/gchoo1 boards to run
the schools.

During the past 20 years, however, iudicial remedies to provide equality
of educational opportunity have become exfremeiy complex, 1nvb]ving far more
than a mere mixing of races. In areas with high .proportions of minbrity popu-
lations, it is difficult to desegregate schools. Further, it became apparent
that many children need remediél and compensatory education, and courts began
to consider this in questions of educational equity.

1. Rationale \
There is still much to be done with respect to resolving the issues
surrounding school desegregation ang educational equity. Many schools still
need assistance in providing children-with basic skills education. More infor-
mation and skills are needed by those who have the respons1b111ty of providing
quality education for a diverse population of . children. Cuidelines consistent
with sound educat1ona1 practices are needed for the development and imple-
mentation- of effect1ve education in a multicultural school setting. This
project, Ways to Improve Schools and Education Project (hereafter referred
to as WISE or the Project), is concerned with providing information and
guidelines for the improvement of education in desegrega%ed or desegregating
schools) Desegregation court orders and plans are examined and recommendations
are made. )
2. Literature Review .

A]tﬁﬁugh this study pertains primarily to desegregation of selected schools
in the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) s1x -state region
(Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, 0k1ah6ha, and Texas), the issues
involved can be better understood when seen in a broad historical context of
common 1aw deve]opment in the United States and western culture. Legal and
constitutional aspects in the background of this study can be more clearly
~ understood as part of two questions with deep historical roots: (1) the role
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ef ”ehe state" in education andi (2) educational equity as it pertains_to
racial and ethnic groups. To assist with this understanding, Project staff
reviewed major federal court cases and desegrégation literature. These
reviews are abbreviated in this summary.

a. Federal Court Desegregation Decisions Affecting Educationa]
Programs
In 1954, sixteen 3outhern states--including all six in the SEDL r'Fgmn--

and the District of ColumMbia required racially segregated schools. In that

year, in Brown et al. v. The Board of Educat1on of Topeka, Kansas et al.
the Supreme .Court ordered that the p1a1nt1ff Black children be admitted to
prev1ous1y all-White schools. The court's decision reflected the social
and psychological factors in the plaintiff testimony, e.g.:

To separate children from others of similar age and qua11f1cat1ons
solely on the basis of their race generates a feeling of inferiority

! as to their status in the community in a way unlikely ever to be
undone. ,

and:

We believe that segregation of children: in public schools solely
on the basis of race, even though the facilities and other tangible
factors may be equal, deprives minority children of equal educa-
tional opportun1t1es :

Segregation by race, said a unanimous Court, is "inherently unequal."

A review of major dec1s1ons indicates five more or less distinct
periods in the socio- 1ega1 h1story of desegregat1on as it has ebbed and
flowed. The latest period, 1973-1982, has been and remains a time in which
the courts' breadth and flexibility of remedies have been tested. In 1973,
the first Supreme Court case for a "northern" school district was heard;
Keyes v. School District No. 1, Denver, Colorado. No Colorado law had
ever mandated racial segregation of schools; nevertheless, the Court ruled
that schools in a section of Denver were unconstitutionally segregated as
a result of state and local decisions. The Court found that the Denver
_“schoo1 bgard had conf1\ed its growing Black population to a narrow corridor.
This was, said the Court, sufficient state action to constitute de jure
segregat1on On the basis of expert testimony, the Court concluded that
the only feasible and constitutionally acceptable remedy--"the only program
which furnishes anythina approaching substantial equality"--was desegreqa-
tion "combined with an intense and massive compensatory education program."

)
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[+ was now clear that not.only might forceful remedies be applied in- school
districts outside the South, but equitable remedy could include court-
ordered changes other than mere racial .mixing.

After the ﬁgxe__dec1s1on, other suits filed in the northern and western
sections of the country moved forward. Crucial to these decisions was the
‘question of how racial balance stipulating that no school have a majoriﬁ}’of
Black pupils could be applied to a district with a majority of Black ‘pupils,
as in Detroit. ‘A federal district court in Detroit approved a "metropo]1tan
plan which would desegregate Detroit schools with those “in pnedom1nant1y
White suburbs. In Bradley v. Milliken (1974), the district Judge designated
Detroit and 53 suburban school districts as the "desegregation area" and

ordered a plan to desegregate it. .

In.reviewing the decision, the Supreme Court upheld the findings of de

. * jure segregation in Detroit. But the Court rejected the proposed remedy,

ruling that it was beyond the remedial powers of the federal courts because
no metropolitan wrong had been established. No metropolitan wrong, no .
metropolitan remedy. After the Supreme Court ruled against the Bradley v.
Milliken remedy af 1nterd1str1ct desegregation, that distrigt's court
formulated a Detroit-only p]an that included a number of compensatory and
ancillary educational components which were even more sweeping and larger
in scope than those ordered in Denver. -

Emphasis on South-North differences and de facto de jure differences
have perhaps been over-emphasized. De:jure §egregat1on has been proved
outside the South, and with so many cities of the North and South having
mostly a minority population, d1fferences appear to be more urban-rural.
Judicial efforts to achieve equity in education for urban minority students
have brought about the courts' emphasis on "educat1ona1 components” or

ancillary remedies in 1arge1y‘m1n6rity districts.

b. Research Related to Educational Components in Desegregation

The pace, vo]ume and qua]ﬁty of research related to desegregation has
increased over the past two decades. In their own 1nvesg)gat1on, as well as
their ana]ys1s of the research of others, Meyer Weinberg, Thomas Pettigrew
and others point out the need for, and the benefits of, desegregation for
majority as well as minority -students, and call for schoo] 1mprovements to
meet students' needs. ‘Research by others, suth as David Armor and Chr1stopher
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Jencks emphasize the damaging influences of low socio-economic status and
poor home conditions and assert that schools can do 1itt1e'to overcome these
factors. In her important meta-analysis, St. John (2975) reviewed the )
methodo]ogy and findings of 120 reports on the effects of desegregation on
children. She stresses the.complex, multifaceted nature of desegregation
which,‘under various conditions she identified, could nave either positive
or negative results for children. : .

Findings from numerous desegregation studies have been published during
1981 and 1982, adding considerably to the knowledge about the effectiveness
of school désegregation strategies. Many of their findings relate directly
to the need for, and deve]opment of, e&ucationaﬁ components in desegregated
schools. ‘

3. Statement of the Problem _

There i< a need for an examination of court orders for educational compo-
nents related to sthool desegregation. The need for reports on findings from
such an examination is likely to become more acute for state and local educa-
tional agencies. The prospect in the 1980's is for fewer guidelines and less-

" support for desegregation from the federal executive and legislative branches,

while state and local agencies will nevertheless be required to meet deseqre-
gation and equal education mandates from the federal judiciary. It is apparent
also that judges and 11tigants'need clearer information and guidelines for

'designing; implementing, and monitoring desegregation plans, especially those

¢+
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with educational programs and policies. ,
The hypothesis on which this study is based is that: &

Court-ordered desegregation plans in the SEDL region do

not specify educational components {e.g., nulticultural

education and inservice education) in sufficient detail for

use by deseqgregating and/or desegregated schools and districts. |,

And conversely, school district plans do not contain sufficient

detail about educational components for the courts to decide
whether . the district is in compliance. > . \

4. Goal and Objectives

The goal of this project is: .

To produce a set of findings and recommendations with regard
to the inclusion of educational programs and inservice educa-
tion in court-ordered school desegregation plans. This will
be done by examining court-mandated plans in the Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory region to determine the
extent to which they include or omit instructions for educa-

4
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tional programs and inservice, education and by comparing these
with the Ways to Imprové Education in Desegregated Schools
Process Model and Guidelines for Inservice Education, Multi-
cultural Education, and Desegregation. Thes# findings and
recommendations will be for consideration by and use of legal,
judicial, and educational. personnel and others interested and/
or involved in litigating, planning, implementing, or monitoring
school desegregation.

5. Limitations

There are four limitations iﬁherent in this study. Three of these
relate to the restriction of the Project primarily to an analysis of the
court orders and mandated desegregdtion plans. These three are: (1)
differences in degree of precision of language used in the various orders
and plans; (2) the inability to determine whether an educational component
might have been infrequently mandéted because (a) its use was considered
poor strategy, (b) the court felt constrained to observe certain tonditibns,
or (c) other‘factors; and (3).the inability to determine, in all cases,
whether mandated componenfs are being or have been actually implemented and
if so, how effective]y. ) :

Given the goal and objectives of this project, however, ie., to examine

desegregation court orders and plans for the presence or absence of educa-

tional components, these are not serious limitations. Further, the study
used additional re§earch procedures beyond documentary analysis of court
orders and plans. These were: (1) interviews with plaintiff and defense
attorneys involved in the cases, and (2) site visits to schools ordered to
implement the plans. Information from these procedures helped to (1) elarify
language used in the components and (2) determine why more educational com-
ponents were not included, as well as (3) gain some insight into 1mp1ementa-’
tion of mandated educational components.

A fourth limitation relates to the small number of cases (n = 15).
However, perusal of other desegregation cases from in and outside the six-
state region, as well as the review of the literature, indicate that the 15
cases in the study were not atypical. Because sample size precluded rigorous
quantitative analysis techniques, a strategy of qua]itative,analysis was used.
B. METHODOLOGY
1. Documents and Sites

Sets of desegregation codrtgorders and district plans were collected for
15 sites in the Southwest Educationz! Developme.t Laboratory six-state reg{on

5
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(Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, 0k1ahoma, and Texas). Sites
were se1ected on the basis of ¢riteria developed to assure certain demographic
and geographic var1ety rather than for similar characteristics. Thevsites
are bi-ethnic (Black-White and Hispanic-Anglo) and tri-ethnic (Blgék-Hispanic-'
Anglo and Black:Native American-Anglo), as well as urban, suburban, and rural.
Student enrollments range from about 50,000 to about 4,000.
2. Description of Instruments

‘A detailed Checklist was developed, tested, rev1sed for maximum 1nter—
rater reliability and revised for the examination of the data.. Major headings
of the Checklist were made up of educational components identified in the
literature and earlier phases of the WISE Project as important to-effective
desegregation. These componeﬁts\are similar to those prescribed in Milliken

~m_'v. Bradley "as educational components designed both to equalize the delivery

of educational services at all schools and to restore quality education,
which has deteriorated due to past acts of discrimination.” These components
are included in Table.l. '

A Data Tabulation Matrix was constructed by modifying a Checklist.
Analysis of the court orders and plans identified each technique used to
implement a component (for example, a bilingual-bicultural program as -
techn1que ‘within the curricular component). Any technique used was listed
under its respective, component. The Tabulation Matrix was also designed to
indicate the grade 1éve1’(e1ementary, junior high/middle school, and/or high
school). Coded entries on the Matrix indicated how many times a techniqug
was used, in what“schoo1 district, and at what level.

3. Proéedures |

Each court order was examined. as a mandate to gstab]ish a unitary
. school district. Each plan was examiQed as a document which showed how the
district was to carry out the mandate. \ Both documents thus should set some
standards and/or give some guidance to persons charged with the responsi- -
bility of carrying out the order or implementing the plan. Project staff
examined each set of desegregation court\orders and plans, making appro-
priate entries on the Checklist. The Checklist he]ﬁed.tO‘p1ot the presence,
absence, aﬁd'frequency of occurrence for ach item on the list. Each court
order and plan was examined independently by staff members. Discrepancies
regarding interpretatians were resolved through a group examination of and

6




conference about the court order or oTan i+ question. Data were recorded’
and tabulated with the use of the Data Tabulation Matrix. Additional infor-
‘mation was- gathered by observations of inservice educat1on (IE) at two of the
sites, 1nterV1ews with staff of the sites, and 1nterv1ews with four attorneys.
C. RESULTS

1. Description of Techniques Used

~ In order to test this study ‘s hypothesis that court- ordered desegregat1on
plans in the SEDL region do not specify educational components in sufficient
cetail for their use by desegregated/desegregat1ng schools and districts, two
qualitative research techniques were used: (1) descriptive and (2) comparative.
Each court order and district plan underwent a tharough descriptive con-
“tent analysis. Where possible, the link from court order to district plan
to inservice to 1mp}ement the component was shown. Each time a technique of
an educational component was found in an order or plan, an entry describing -
that techn1que was recorded in the appropriate cell of the Checklist. This
Tinked the technigue with one and sometimes two educational components (be-
cause- the magnet school technique.was classified as a component it fit with
.. three components--magnet quality education, and student reassignment) .

el

2. Discussion of the Findings

The following discussion of findings with regard to educational compo-
nents in desegregation court orders and district plans is organized according
to the 12 components (Table 1). Student and faculty assignment components
are included in this study for two reasons: (a) particular techn}ques of
these components can affect desegregation outcomes, including educationa]
senefits, and (b) the Project wanted .to examine the possibility of relation-
ships between these techniques and other components examined.

For each.component discussed there is (1) a definition and/or descr1p-
tion of that component, (2) a prief discussion of what research has said
about the usefulness of that component and whether it is recommended by - )
research findings for inclusion in the preparation for desegregation, and
(3) the extent to which that component is included in the court orders and
plans examined in this study. '

a. Student Reassignment \

There are degrees of desegregation; differing amounts are acceptable

to the courts, depending upon circumstances. The general constitutional

J
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\. '
TABLE ! ,
ZDUCATIONAL >Ci'POMENTS FOUND IN JESEGREGATION COURT QRDERS : t
AND PLANS, ./ITH FREQUENCIES OF USE OF £ACH COMPONENT . ' ' -
, AMD ‘:ECHtJIOUES TO IMPLEMENT COMRONEMNTS ’ '
No. of Techniques Totay
e sed ‘or Each Frequencies
-Smponents omponent of Use
Student Reassignment Y ' 30
Faculty Reassignment 5 '9
' . Juality of Sducatior 3 ’ 3°
Muiticuitural E:.ducav:won 4 . 4
Curriculum ’ 14 17 o
Magnet Schools . . 3 3
Extracurricular Activitias 1 - 5
Counseling 4 5 t
Mscipline 5 , 5
.ocal Needs/Conditions 4 Al
Parent lnvolvement/(‘orvr‘un{ty ‘
Relations * 6 9
Inservice Education ’ -6 3.
-OTALS 38 ' 201 i

_ standard, estab]isheq by the U. S. Supreme Court is "the magjmum amount of
’ ' actual desegregation in light of Lthe practica]i;ies of the local situation”
(Green v. New Kent County, 1968; also Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 1971).
Other than in the establishment of a violation, most of the testimony in
desegregation cases concérns studenf reassignment. g \
Because techniques”apparent]y have impact on educatjona1'0ptcomes,"
there has been considerdb]e research, and even more argument, with regard
"to "mixing" technigues. For example, the Hawley and others' (April 1981)
~synihesis of findings on Strategieé for Effective Desegregation contains
" .almost the same amount of discussion on the physica]'aépects of Qesegregation,
outside the school (student assignment.and’neighborhobds)vas to structural,
.organizational, and curriculum concerns -+ 55 pages to 56 pages, respectively.
Somevpopular conceptions of racial issues in desegregation neeq,to be
questioned; for example, Crain et al. (1982) found that there is no such
- thing as anfiQea] racial composition. Other research findings 1ndicap§

’ -
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that desegregation enhances minority achievement and does not diminish that
of majority‘students (Rossell et al., April 1981). Fo} énhancemenﬁ of
achievement test scores, development test scores, development of ﬁositive
ruce relations, and prevention of resegregaiion ("White f]ight“); desegre-
gation should: begin in the earliest grade possibTe, include all grades,
and not be voluntary (Coleman, 1966; Katz, 1976; Rossell, 1978; HawTey et
al., April 1981; Rossell et al., April 1981; Crain et al., 1982).
Research'findings indicate that although it should not be used as a
reason ndt to desegregate, stability should be a consideration in planning
desegregation. Stability, as promoted in the following list of strategies,
promotes the student's education as well as tending to promote family and
community support for desegregation and confidence in the schools.

e Preserve “neighborhood" schools which are desegregated or are
moving toward desegregation.

e In larger districts when possinle maintain a neighborhood element
by subdividing the district into smaller, raciaily balanced sub-
districts with reassignment only within those sub-districts. This
approach may reduce options for racial balance so severely in some
districts that it is not feasible, but it is an approach which
should be considered.

e Changes for individuai students and student cohorts should be
minimized. This means moving as few students as possible; if
they must be moved, move as large a segment of cohorts as -
possible.

[ 'Keep students of the same family together so far as feasible.

e Bus only as many children as necessary and as far as necessary
to achieve desegregation. :

e . A phasing-in plan should be avoided as it tends to increase
Wwhite flight, especially in a community with a history of
strained race relations and/or opposition to desegregation.

¢ Desegregation plans should promote social class 1ntegration as
"~ well as racial/ethnic integration.

e School authorities responsible for implementing desegregation
shouid also implement a program of informing the public about
the benefits of desegregation and should reassure Darents that
the safety and weifare of the children will be attended to
during desegregation. .

e School building and other facilities should be in good repair;
i.e., no student should be re-assigned to a school whicn is
perceived by parents and the community as having inferior
facilities. ) :

e No student should experience a down-grading of quatity of
instruction or be deprived of educational benefits because
of desegregation. )

Examination of\thé court orders and plans pertaining to desegregation
of the 15 selected schools in Project WISE discloses the use of 12 different

Rl 9 1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




student reassignment techniques. Most of these techniques were used’by one
or two of the three gra&b levels, and ten were used in plans spec1fy1ng the1r
use at all levels. Other than busing, which is used for desegrecat1on in
conjunction with other reassignment techniques, the most popular of the 12
teéhniques'for student mixing were. changing attendance zones, pairing and/or
clustering, and some form of random reassignment. The next most commonly

~used assignment plan was that of grade centers (g;g;, designating a pre-
viously Black elementary schoo (1-6) to a school attended only by sixth
grade minority and majority pupils). '

In many school districts, putting an end to racia] isolation requires
transport1ng some students of one or more racial groups. Busing bf both
m1nor1ty an-. majority students in a district is two-way busing. In one-way
bus1ng, it is usually a minority group which is transported. Hawley et al.
(April 1981) found no empirical evidence:that one-way busing is "harmful."
it is probably no more harmful to the group bused than it is to those in-
volved in two-way busing. Crain et al. (1982) found that in any busing,
those bused may have a sense of ﬁot_be]ohging in the school, may suffer loss
of self-esteem, and the quality of racial contact may be harmed unless steps
are taken to counteract these results. Appropriate IE.and multicul tural
‘education programs are the two most important steps in preventing negative
effects. Most desegregation experts interviewed by Broh and Trent in 1981
generally advocated two-way busing because of equity questions and longer-
term minority community support for desegregat1on In a study of desegregated
schools in southwestern states, King in 1981 found no 1ong term problems
resulting from either one-way or two-way busing.

Busing was used,w1th several student reassignment techniques in the 15
plans studied. Interest1ng1y, busing was not used in any district plan for
high schools alone but was used in one district at the elementary 1eve1 only
and in another at the Jun1or high level only. Bus1ng was used in seven
districts across all three levels. A]though not specified in its. plan, one
of the two voluntary desegregation districts in this study also had bused a
significant number of its students for désegregation.

b. Faculty Reassignment

In a school with a’desegregated student body and an all-Anglo tegching
staff, there are T?ke]y to be (1) more second generation desegregation ﬁ

10
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problems, and (2) more d1ff1cu1ty in obtaining good student achievement and
preparing students for adult roles. Further, it seems clear that m1nor1ty ‘
students, as well as majority students, see role models of their same race
in positions of authority. It is also clear, however; that many. teachers
are as effective with other-race students than some teachers are with

~ same-race students. Thus, the available evidence shows that desegregated

_ schools should have desegregated staffs. Quantitetivé research findings
also indicate that the school staffs should have IE-to prepare them’ to_
interact with diverse studert popu]ations The benefits of having a trained,
desegregated staff include improvements in. (1) race'relatione; (2) minorisy
self-esteem and achievement, and (3) student-faculty communication, as well
as providing minority children with significant others of their own race.
Qualitative literature also supports these findings'and‘adds that desegre-
gating the staff could help improve public response to school desegregation.

As is common in school desegregation, school districts in this study
used fewer techniques (five) for faculty reassignment than for student
reassignment (twelve). The school district plans generally specified no
facu]ty desegregation other than that contained in the order. One district
d1d however, reorganize its adm1n1strat1ve Structure at the junior h1gh
and high school levels without an order. | ”-

The technigque used most freqﬁéntly to reassign faculty is actua]]y a
standard set forth originally in the case of Singleton v. Jackson Municipal
Separate School District (1970). The basic Singleton criterion is that the -
~district's m1nor1ty and majority staff be weassigned so that they are
substant1a11y the same ratio in each school as is the ratio of minority
to majority staff in the entire district.

c. Quality of Education.
The working def1n1t1on of quality of education used in this study was:

Quality education...is the outcome of effectivé schools and
includes' a range of experiences that (1) focus on learner
academic achievement, (2) employ a variety of teaching methods
(3) promote learning on the part of all students, (4) take
into account individual differences, and (5) produce learner
competencies in terms of meaSurable knowledge and skill
outcomes.

Th1s definition is compat1b1e with the discussion of qua11ty of education
in research literature on effective schooling (Westbrook, 1982) and is
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usefu] in this study. The concept of "quality education” or "qua]tty qf

education' is frequently mentioned and sometimes discussed, without a

definition or standard for measurement in desegregation research litera-

ture, cases, orders, and plans.

When quality educat1on is mentioned with regard to desegregat1on, it -
is often used in one of two ways: (1) as one of qesegregat]on s two over-
arching’ goa]s, along with educational equity (g;g. Chesler et al., 1981),

or (2) by critics of desegregation who say that the two concepts, desegre-
4,gat1on and qua11ty education, are ant1thet1ca1 Most desegregat1on experts

believe that quality education is not only desirable’ and atta1nab1e, but
should be an essential component of desegregation.. Stollee (July 1979),_

however, has pointed out that the Supreme Court has hefd that the Fourteenth

Amendment does not guarantee high quality of educat1on but only equal access
to whatever quality of education a given school system provides.

Stollee, an education professor and desegregation planner, maintains
that when desegregation is ordered,_the school boards.-are usua11y sO busy
working on p1ans at the last minute, and have such"ehort time for quality
planning allowed for, that quality education suffers from 1nattention, and
the public cries out that desegregation has ruined the schoo]s

‘Much of the literature is aimed.at helping the po]1£y makers and
pract1t1oners in their efforts to upgrade education. Forehand and Ragosta
prem1sed their research and their Handbook for Integrated-Schoo]1ng,(Ju]y 1976)
on the assumptions: (1) -that schooling will and shou]d be integrated and (2)
there are positive actions that can be taken to maximize the educat1ona1 bene-
fits of integrated schooling. St. John (1975) po1nted out the need to
maximize school conditions which maximize benefits for children. Some, more

quantitative researchers, define improvements in educational quality as
shown on scores of standardized tests.of verbal and quantitative skills.

Eleven times, in two court orders and four of the fifteen district
plans, the term or concept of quality education appeared.  These are

listed below.

e maintain an improved quality of education and ‘evel of
consideration for all pupiis .

® use of assistance of the state and the district 'n ichieving
“present levels of guality”

e 3 viable educational program will “great!y 'morove -he juaiity
2f education”
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¢ reorganization of <he district "to provide a Juaiity education
for every stugent” ‘ ’

. “na1nta1n an mproved quality of education and level of con-
sigeration for all pupils” '

® to mprove the quality of.education with lowered pupil-teacher
ratio in desegregated classes '

e gquality of education is improved when the "arts are related to
each other and to other disciplines,” and when "arts are used
to create learmng situations which help reduce personal and
racial isolation and increase self-esteem"

e magnet school concept to improve quality of education (used
three times) ) DY

d. Multicultural rducatwon

Multicultural Education - multi- cu]tura11sm, or cultural pluralism,
is a view of the larger society being made up of a number of cul tures which
are different but none is superior to any other and each 15 equally- respected.
Mu1t1cu1tura1 education includes instruction and curr1cu1a wh1ch foster a
world view of cultural p]ura11sm Mu1t1cu1tura1 1nstruct1on takes into
account the individual's culture as well as other aspects of his/her back- -
¢round which are relevant to the student's dignity, needs, and learning
styles. Multicultural curriculum is relevant to local as well as national
cultures, and meets the individual's need to know of his/her own culture as

v

we11 as those of others.
Multicultural education is a more comprehensive concept than multi-

ethnic education which is limited to the concerns of racial and ethnic groups.
Multicultural education is a set of experiences in a setting which promotes
educational equity for a wider range of cultural groups, including gender,,'
handicap, age, and socio-economic status.

Considerable research has been conducted with regard to multicultural
education and its effects. therature reviewed by Project WISE supports an
assertion that multicultural education is crucial to educational equity for
all students and should thus be reflected in all of a school's programs and
general atmsophere. Katz (1964) concluded from his review of desegregation
studies that the several factors that influenced Black students' academic
performance included sccial conditions in the school and classroom, ‘the
degrees of acceptance by 519n1f1cant others (particularly White teachers
and peers), and the Black pupil's self-concept in regard to the probability
of spc1a1 and academic success or failure. After her early review of
desegregation/integration research, St. John (February 1970) concluded that

13
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the most plausible hypothesis was that the relation between desedregation.
and achievement is conditional, and fhat the academic'performance of minority
droup children will be higher in integrated than in equivalent segregated
schoo1S,_pr0vided§that they are supported by staff and accepted by peers.

The behavior and attitude of teachers and other school staff should
reflect an appreciation'of the various cultures represented by the .school's
diverse student body. Since 1970 there has been a growing pool offempirical
research available on the:correlation between the behavior and attitudes aof
teachers and the attitudes and academic performance of'Dupils, as well as
how to improve the performance. These studies indicate that White students

receive more praise, encouragement,rand opportunities for substantive-inter-

action with teachers, while teacher contacts with minority students are
mostly brocedural, negative, and disciplihary. The findings strongly
suggest that student-ethnicity is one of the major determinants of teachers'
attitudes and behavior toward their students; that teachers, including
mifiority teachers, expect less of minority students and give them fewer
opportunities and less encouragement and positive feedback;‘that these
conditions are detrimental to the quality of education; and that many
minority children are thus denied equal opportunity for quality education.
Howsam et al. pointed out the need for training to implement multi-
cultural education. In their Educating a Profession (1976), they. recognized
that most educators were reared in middle- or lower mjdd1e-cfass homes, and
communities, away from minority and lower socio-economic groups. - The |

seriousness of this situation was recognized and pointed out by the board

of directors of teacher preparation instjtutions themselves, the Americaﬁ
Association of Cotleges for Teacher Education (AACTE, 1976). They observed
that most teachers did not have qdeduate knowledge of the various cultural

: systems from which their pupils come, and it had been assumed for too long

that any "good teacher" could providé for the learning needs of children

" from diverse cultural backgrounds. As evidenced in low student achievement
_rates, said the AACTE, there was an impelling need for reform,

The lack of multicultural education for and by éducators.undoubted]y
contributes to what have been called second generation desegregation prob-
1eﬁs. Arising_after the physical desegregation of students and staff, '
these problems prevent schools from prgvidfna effective education for all
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students... They can be characterized as acts of omission or commission that
continue discrimination or effects of past discrimination against minority
groups. | > ‘

A1though their impact is destruyctive, such negative att1tudes and-
behavior receive less attention perhaps because they are not-so overt as a
stated po]1cy that ma1nta1ns a segregated school district. Some second
generation problems are: - (1) reduction of public support for desegregated
pub11c schoo]s, as shown especially by resegregation or White flight; (2)
segregat1on of students within "desegregated" schools; (3) retention of
segregated or mono-cultura] curricula; (4) placement of d1sproport1onate
numbers of minority students in special. education classes or lowest academic
Mtracts" 3 (5) suspens1on, ‘expulsion, or other pun1shment of d1sproport1onate1y
high percentages of minority students. v

Desegregat1on literature on education is replete with stud1és, reports,
| and monographs indicating the need for effective mu1t1cu1tura1 education.
After: ana]yz1ng 120 studies of school desegregat1on, St. John (1975) con-
cluded that.further: 1nvest1gat1on of the general question--"Does desegrega--
tion benef1t ch11dren?"--wou1d seem a waste of resources. Rather, the
pressing need is to d1scover the schoo] conditions under which the benefits
of mixed schoo]1ng are maximized and its hardsh1ps minimized. It is important
to note that these conditions are not unique to success for minority students
"in a desegregated setting, but are vitally important to academic success for
_anyone in an educational setting. From these studies it may be_conc]uded
that in an integrated, multicultural setting: (1) academic achievement
rises for the minority children while relatively advantaged majority children
continue to learn at the same or higher rate, (2) minority children may gain
a more positive se1f-concept and (3) positive racial attitudes by minority
and maJor1ty students develop as they attend school together.

None of the court orders examined by the Project were ‘found to include
any use of the term or ‘concept of multicultural education. Few: 1nstances
of its use weré indicated in the district p]ans At the elementary level,
one d1str1ct specified the use of minority as well as majority artists to
he]p teach pupils about different local cultures, but this ev1dent1y occurred
only in magnet schools. In another district's 1969 plan, it was stated that

every secondary teacher .would particibate in the preparation of bibliographies’
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~and instructional materials on Black culture, and every elementary. level
teacher would develop a social studies "course on human relations." Recent
interviews of district faculty, staff, and parents indicated that not only
was this implemented, but more multicultural educatioh has gradually de-
~veloped since then. | ) '
One of the districts with a volunteer plan st1pu1ated that a bilingual-
bicultural (Span1sh-Eng11sh,fH1span1c-Anglo) program would be implemented.

‘ Interviews with school personnel in the other  four districts with Hispanic
enrol'ments indicated that each has at least one bilingual- -bicultural pro-
gram in operation there, though not stipulated in their desegregation plans.

e. Curriculum - ) o
Most curricular changes brought about by desegregation have been in
the nature of compensatory and remedial education. These are programs
" 1ntended to remove former inequities and to equalize educational opportunities
: among socio-economic and ethnic groups. Beginning in 1964 when Congress
passed"the Economic Opportunity Act, numerous federal and state educational
programs’ ‘have been enacted in the 1hterest of ach1ev1rg equ1ty in educat1ona1
benef1ts for various populations. -Judicial action has also caused compensa-
tory services to be prov1ded for poor, low-achieving pupils and for pupils
in racially isolated and newly desegregated schools.
As intended, these compensatory education programs serve primarily
minority students, who are disproportionately represented in 1ow-1income
and 1ow-ach1ev1ng categories. This minority over-representat1on and the
re11ance of many compensatory programs on pulling the students being served
out of regular classrooms, result in the segregation of some m1nor1ty stu-
dents within otherwise desegregated schools. The compensatory programs have ¢,
been generally popular with school districts, and-hany school administrators,
especially those in urban districts, say that such programs are essential

.. tp attaining quality education. ' |

A wide variety of curricular techniques were used in the plans which
were examined. More curricular desegregation strategies were used at the
elementary level than at any other. Seven of the 11 elementary curricular
desegregation techniques, including most of a compensatory nature, were

concentrated in one district's plan. This same district was the only one
with a plan specifying curricular techniques at the junior“high/middle school
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level and it also accounted for one of the two Strategies used at the

“high school only level. _ '

The popularity of compensatory programs are not reflected in the
desegregation plans examined by WISE. Most compensatory education funds
are awarded to districts after their desegregation p]an‘is accepted.
Interviews with personnel in the Project school districts.indicate that
each district has had at_]eaét one compensatory program since desegregation,
and the districts with Hispanic enroliment have a bilingual program.

f. Madnet $€hools '

The magnet schoq] concept is used as a student réassignment technique,

because such a school has a distinctive program of study that will attract

a voluntary cross section of students from all racial groups in the district.
Distinctive program themes have featured gifted and/or talented student
programs, vocational educatien, the arts, science and math, basics, foreign
1an§uage, and humanities. Most are used only at the secondary levels.

Although not in its plan, one district offers computer literacy to students™™™
in two elementary schools to help desegregate them.

There is controversy among desegregation consultants and researchers

" about the use of magnet schools as a technique for ending racial isolation.
Fosten (August‘1972) has termed it a "spurious technique" because it
produces little desegregation and tends to usurp funds and the better staff
from other schools. Others, as Levine and Havighurst (1977), admit that
it has limitations, such a; not offering enough progrdm options and pro-
ducing pressure from non-magnet schoo]s'which also want program improvements,
but cite advantages such as helping to avoid White'flight. There is agree-
ment that White students are less likely to enroll in magnet schools in
ﬁinority neighborhoods, although the reverse is not the case.»

Courts #wave beggmewgenera11y skeptical of magnet-only plans, especially
in districts with sizeable minority student enrollment. In the court orders
examined by the Projéct, judges authorized the use of magnets in five in-.
stances. One district established a magnet elementary school with a number

"of instructional and curricular innovations to attract a range of students.

" At the junior high/middle school level, one district established a program
of individualized instruction. Both programs are repokted in interviews to
have brought some desegregation to the schools. At the high school only
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level, a computer science center and medical technoldgy program is increas-
"ing in tri-ethnic enroliment.
g. Extracurr1cu1ar Activities

"Extracurr1cu1ar activities" are all school-sponsored activities other
~ than those directly related to curricular and instructional programs. Extra-
. curricular activities include, for ethp]e, student govenmenf, band, sports
other than physical education classes, and math clubs. Since Allport's (1954)
findings, it is more and roire commonly accepted that improved race relations
can be accomplished through personal contacts between different race students
under certain cond1f1ons which inélude equal status and cooperation toward
a common goal. Findings indicate that an effective extracurricular program

. will not only strengthen race relations, but also will improve student
morale, which in turn tends to help improve academic achievement.

Only one of the court orders examined by the Project spoke to the de-
segregation of extracurricular activities, specifying that nowhere in the
district would there be any racial barrier to any student participation. No

‘ directive for affirmative action was issued. One school plan indicated that
"special efforts" would be made to aesegregate staff in "specia]ized areas"
sieh as "head coaches, band and choral directors, etc.” Another district's
p]an promised that all extracurricular activities and facilities were to be

~used on nondiscriminatory bases.

IE is important for the effective desegregation of extracurr1cu1ar
activities for several reasons. First, there is a general training for
cultural awareness and race relations which are desirable for all school
"staff. Specialized training is also needed for staff with responsibilities
in extracurricular activities. Such IE should include awareness of the
importance of extracurricular activities in school desegregation, and pro-
cedures to desegregate and integrate their respective activity. These
procedures would involve, for example, recru1tment of participants so that
all school racial/ethnic groups are represented in each act1v1ty

h. Counseling and Career Guidance
, Integration of its counseling program has important implications for
desegregating a school. The large field of research on the subject indi-
cates that minority students in the school will probably benefit from having

" counselors of their race. These benefits for minority students include:
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{1) more of them will complete- high school, (2) they will be better informed
about available scholarships and admission procedures, and (3) they will
tend to have successful college experiences.

Inserv1ce education is needed for minority and majority counse]ors
A1l counselors reed to be aware of financial aid and educational opportunities
at traditionally Black colleges and at traditionally Anglo colleges. This
awareness is only part of the IE necessary for effective cross-cultural
counseling. Counseling requires that counselors relate -to individuals rather
than to stereotypic members of generalized groups. Misuse of the concept of >
culture generally resuits from too littie information about cultures.” Multi-
cultural IE for counselors can help prevent the negative effects which result
from counseling based on stereotypes and can prepare the counselors to help
their clients reduce their cultural prejudices. Counselors may also need
Ie for mu1t1cu1tura1 awareness in testing and assessment practices. The
misuse of test1ng and assessment instruments and practices standardized
_ accord1ng to a particular socio-economic and cuttural group has serious
negative implications for equal educational opportunity.

A1l school staff members should have a general awareness of the nature
of prejudice. Counselors have a particular need to be well-informed about
the psychology of racism and how to help students and other staff change
prejudiced attitudes and behavior. As well-informed staff members, counselors
can be valuable  resources for the IE of other school staff.

Counseling was mentioned in only one of the court orders examined. It
‘directed the district to "serve the specia] needs and problems of Negro
students.” Nothing was spelled out in that district's plan as to how the
mandate would be implemented. The counseling provisions in four other plans
were vague. One plan said the district would counsel minority students
"with potential for higher achievement" to take higher math and science
courses. In another, the district said that the previously separate Black
and White high school guidance departments "will begin to jointly plan
revisions" in a new, desegregated guidance program.

i. Discipline

After desegregation, m1nor1ty students are commonly suspended-and
expelled in disproportionate numbers. A great deal is known about how to
Timit student expu]siqn and suspension, but few of these findings are
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reflected in the court orders and district plans examined in’the Project.v
One district plan indicated that order and discip]ine woﬁ]d be maintained
in all schoolsdﬁggn1y one district provided any detail with regard to
d1sc1p11ne/pun1shment procedures, giving four related points:

0 'Every student will have due process before suspension

e Minority students not to be disproportionately subject to
disciplinary measures

e Suspension policies to :¢gntorm t0 30ss v. -Opez

e Disciplinary measures be equal and uniform throughout the

district.

j. Local Needs and Condftigns

Local needs and conditions which should be considered include primarily

social, economic, political, \demographic, and geographic issues. Many of
these needs and conditions have\to do with échoo]-community and school-
parant relations, but these shoul isplace student needs if there is a
conflict. Student needs should receive first priority, and community and
home relations considerations next. [n many instances local needs and con-
siderations will coincide with student needs as discussed with Student
Reassignment.

' The literature strong]y suggests that most of the attention given to
local needs/conditions in desegregation planning has been at the district
level, less attent1on given to the school level, and virtually none at the
classroom level. It appears that this situation adds to the burdens and
responsibilities of bu11d1ng~]eve1 administrators and classroom teachers,
insofar as the likelihood of problems is increased at those levels when not
attended to in the plan. It follows then that these principals and teachers
need more IE support in dealing with the problems.

Other than in student reassignment techntques and curr1cu15” * concerns
already discussed, little about local needs and conditions was in the
examined orders or plans. What was included, was information on a district-
wide level, +ather than by individual school or grade level. These
court orders contain some mention of local needs. One order simply ca]1ed
attention to "community apprehension” about the desegregation process. The
two others mandated the appointment of a bi-racial and_tri-racial commi ttee
to advise their respective districts in drawing up and implementing the
plan. Two district plans specified the use of tri-ethnic committees to
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assist the board in fonnu]at1ng and implementing the plan.
k. Parent -Involvement or Commun1ty Relations

The importance of parental involvement in school desegregafion, from
the standpoinf of the individual student's well-being as well as the stand-
point of successful desegregation, is:-well documented. The need for com-
munity 1nvg1vement and support in the desegregation process is also clearly
recognized. It may'be that community support is the key-to success for
effective desegregation, and a number of guides exist for helping to pro-
mote both parental and community invclvement and support for effective
desegregation, | o _ S

The importance of parent and community involvement in--or at 1east,
support for—-desegregat1on was apparent in a number of the court orders
and plans examined. In 11 instances trial judges ca11ed attention to
the need for concern about parental or community support. Four of the
court-mandated techniques required the appointment of an individual or
group of individuals to serve as conduits of communication:

e Tri-ethnic committee (2)

e Bi-ethnic committee (3)

e Director of public relations (1)
o Committee to discuss... (1)

It seems apparent that the groups were intended also to provide community

input in the desegregation process. b

Thé districts' plans contained all of the court-mandated techniques
plus others for the communication and cooperation with parents and/or com-

munity: ’
Parent orientation at their children's school

Public meetings to review zonings and hear protests or comments

Child study groups to include parents

Teacher-parent conferences (2)

§chaol-home visits

Family homework policy

1. Inservice Education ,

Most school staffs are not prepared for the new exper1ences brought b}
desegregation. As already discussed with other components, many if not nio
educators are unfamiliar with their new students and new group dynaics to
be dealt with as a result of desegregation. Some inservice 1§ necessary
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just to become familiar with the details of the desegregation plan. ,Well-
planned and implemented training programs are also necessa.y to provide
knowledge and skills, as well as support; to cope wigth change ‘itself.

Hawley et al. (Apri] 1981) makes a reasonable argument that if training
for desegregation inf]uenceé change in participants' attitudes, behaviors,
and skills, those developments will result in changes in school climate.
These changes in school climate will in turn facilitate improvement‘of
student attitudes, behavior, and achievement. He]pfu] guidé]ines as ‘to

"appropriate inservice content do exist as do gu1de1.ne< for ef‘ect1ve opera-

tion of training programs (e e.g., the Ways to Improve Education in Desgre-
gated Schools Handbook...for Training, Multicultural Education, and ™

Desegregation, 1982). X
Only one court order mandated inservice tra1n1ng, that was in human

relations. One other district, not ordered to do so, also called for human
relations tra1h1ng for staff across all levels. That second district also
specified training across all grade levels in cultural awareness, stereo-
typing, race re]at1ons, and evaluatfon and use of mu1t1ethn1c materials.
Two other districts indicated or1entat1on for deseqregat1on and one called
foxr tra1n1ng to implement desegregation. Only one other district stated in
its p?an that it would train any of its staff. It specified social studies
training for its elementary teachers.

~ In summary, four districts’ p1ans included sufficient guidance for IE
#s to form a firm:basis for training for at least a port1on of the staff
(generally teachers). The other 11 districts' plans, however did not pro-
vide adequate guidance for desegregation-related inservice education.
D. CONCLUSIONS .

As indicated in Table 2 the Project's 15 site districts include eight
Black and White, one Hispanic-Anglo, four Black-Hispanic-Anglo, and two
Black-Native American-Anglo districts. Each racial/ethnic group included
makes up at least nine percent of the enrollment in their respective dis-
tricts. Table 2 also displays cells of groupings by component usage. '

This table 1nd1cates some of the tentative conclus1ons which can be
drawn from th1s study The school- desegregation plans with the highest
overa11 average use of educational components were those involving Hispanic-

Ang]o (one district, 9 uses),and Black-Hispanic-Anglo (four districts w1th\
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an average of 10.25 uses per district). racial grouping. ﬁbre than half of

" the uses (23 of 41) by the Black-Hispanic-Anglo districts were concentrated

in two components, Curriculum (13 uses) and Parent Involvement/Community

~ Retations (10 uses). This tends to be consistent with the literature

stressing parent .involvement and community relations for all effective school

desegregation, but especially for desegregation involving Hispanic students

It is 1mportant for all students, but it seems to be particularly important

for effective desegregation experiences for H1span1c students that their

parents. and community members participate in p1ann1ng and implementing their

desegregated educational programs. c ‘ )
The e1ght Black-White school districts had th- second highest use

(eight uses) of Parent Involvement/Community Relat1ons. This averages to

about one use per distrfct. But these districts are also involved in six

" usages of "local needs/conditions,"” and they had the highest usage of the

magnet school component. The relatively high use of this combination of these

three components--parent involvement/community relations, 1oca1 needs/cond1-

- tions, and magnet schools--may indicate that the courts and “the d1str1cts

. were sensitive to potential White flight.  Magnet schoo]s are essent1a11y

an effort to draw White students to attend school with minorities. .
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Lowest average use of educational components (1.50) was in the two
Black-Native American-Anglo districts. There is but little literature on

effective desegregation of school districts including Native American

students, either in urban or rdral areas. Native American students suffer
the highest incidence of dropout and other second generation desegregation

, prob]ems, and more research is needed with regard to educational .components

to fit Native Amer1can needs.

The district desegregat1on plans 1nc1uded only-nine uses of inservice
education for school .staff. Six of these uses were "in the eight Black-White -
districts, and the other three uses were in the four Black-Hispanic-Anglo ‘
districts. Thus, the average use in both of these groupings was only .75 per
district. 0n1y one court order mandated inservice training, and this 1nc1uded
no mention of Scope, content, or audience. Only four districts 1nc1uded
sufficient guidance for IE to form a basis for training any staff, and this: -
was generally restricted to teachers.

It is not to be expected that full-blown iriservice programs will be
embodied in desegregation court orders or district plans. It does appear
that orders and plans should specify that there will be desegfegatidn-j

‘specific training and indicate general outlines, participation, gnd.tonteht

of the program. ‘ _
The use of multicultural education (four uses)'and curriculum revision
(17 uses) as techniques related to desegregation was restricted primarily
to four magnet schools. It could not be expected, therefore, that most of
the students in those districts with maanet schools, much less those students
in' districts without such schools, would necessarily receive the benefits of
multicultural e ucation or an integrated curriculum. The court orders and
district plans prov1ded even less guidance on extracurricular activities,
counseling, and discipline components. Unless these components are effec-
tively implemented in desegregated schools, there are likely to be second
generation desegregation problems in each of them.
The hypothesis for this study:

. Court-ordered desegregat1on plans in the SEDL reg1on do
‘not specify educational components (e.g., multicultural
education and inservice ‘education) in sufficient detail
for use by desegregating and/or desegregated schools and
districts, and converse]y, schodl district pTans do not
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contain sufficient detail about educational components for
the courts to decide whether the district is in compliance.

appears to be supported by the data.

E. RECOMMENDATIONS oo

. Responsgb111ty for the 1ack of educational components in desegregat1on
should be shared. Defendant districts should take more initiative in

designing and implementing educational components in desegregated/
desegregating schools. P]aintiffé, on the other hand, should be more
specific in asking the courts for remedies; judges can rule only on what
is asked for. | ‘

e More needs to be known about how to get‘what is known about good practices
put into genera] use in desegregated schools. There are at least seven
audiences who can create or at least influence such desegregat1on pol1c1es
and practices. These are: (1) the plaintiffs and their attorneys in
'school desegregation suits, (2) judges, (3) school administrators, (4)
classroom teacheks, (5) parents and other citizens, (6) federal and state
program administrators, and (7) federal,; state, and local legislators.

e Ways need to be found to harness state resources with local desegregation
efforts. Here, also, varied audiences need to be addressed--chief state
school officers, state-board of education members, and chairpersons of
educational committees in the legislatures. |

e Although much is known about what works in effective desegregation and
integration and why it works, more research on effective practices is
needed. Appropriate research questions no longer include "should schools
be desegregafed?' or "dbes desegregation work?" Rather, such questions
as "how can schools best be integrated?" or, more specifically, "what
conditions are necessary to bring about integration for a mixture of
particular groups of students?" and "how can these conditions be brought
about?" This research 1s especially needed where Native American students

- and tr1 ethnic desegregat1on are 1nvo1ved

. -More research is needed to investigate the 1mp11cat1ons of desegregated/
desegregat1ng school improvement efforts for schools in general. Identi-
fication of practices which are successful in desegregated and/or desegre-
gating schoo]s seem likely to have implications for general educational
processes and their outcomes. These practicés include, inter alia, paying
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attention to the importance of student Selersteem, promoting posii;ive
teacher attitudes and behavior toward students, and having a school
climate tf\at accepts individual and group differences.
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